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From this verse — the lone Scriptural text regarding the circumstances which allow for a divorce, the proper preparation of
the writ (v3) the proper transmission of the v from the husband to the wife — we infer numerous details, the most
significant of which revolve around the bolded words

1) the vy is written by (or on behalf of) the husband

2) it must be written for the sake of the dissolving this particular marriage —i.e. for this woman's "name" (nnw?)

3) the va must be written

4) it must create complete excision (as opposed to an ongoing condition that maintains the divorce)

5) he must hand the v to her (or place it into her property)

6) she must be of age and ability to receive the v3

7) anagent may be employed to send the v3 (0 2970 MYW) or to receive the vi (nYap MHVY)

8) (from the italicized words) there is a requirement of 2 witnesses to substantiate the divorce (727::927)
107 noon deals chiefly with the various aspects of pw113, including van maws (and the demand of nnwWY), proper mmYw
and acceptable o'Rin and their completion, as well as a practicum. The noon has several Halakhic tangents, including all
of chs. 4-5 (as per below) and a number of discussions that , in the usual fashion, spin off of the main Halakhic topic.
There are, as well, several signficant Aggadic sections, notably the mTir about the destruction of n*»wy1 towards the end
of the 5% chapter and a long piece about demons and possession in the 7 chapter.

PY7» noon includes 9 chapters which are discussed over 90 pages of xn); unlike nVIL ndon, most of the material is
Halakhic and we will, generally speaking, have far fewer Scriptural texts with which to contend.

The breakdown of the chapters is as follows:

1) The ordinance of an agent, bringing a v3 from abroad, testifying to its validity (see below)

2)  van mMIwa

3) the requirement of NnWY and ancillary considerations — specifically the applications of n»n npm

4) oY%y ppn - various mMipn established during 1% c. BCE — 27 c. CE — to promote social order

5) oY%y npn II (continuation)

6) Proper agency for a v)

7) van RN — various conditions and their completion which validate — or impede —a v3

8) Consideration of 11 1N — requirement for Vi to reach her property; various requirements of the v3

9) Practical presentation of 102 m2%n and ancillary potpourri of laws

As mentioned, the first chapter (and beginning of the 2nd) focus on a specific ordinance legislated (evidently) in the 1st
century, requiring an agent bringing a v from abroad to declare that he witnessed the writing (an21 »191) and signing ( »91
onm) of the va.

A bit of background:

1) avamust be given by the husband to his wife — hand to hand.

2) However, as with many areas of n2%n, an agent can act in locus of the husband. If the two live in different towns
and he isn’t traveling, if he doesn’t want to see her etc. — for any reason, he may use a proper 9w (which will be
defined later) to “send” the v3 (N2%N MHY)

3) The woman may also send an agent to receive the va (n%ap MHYw). A NN YW may hand the vi to a nYap WYY,
who then brings it to the wife.

4) Every vi requires proper witnesses — although which witnesses are the “critical” ones (the ones signed on - »y
nn'nn - or the ones who witnessed the handing over of the v — n71on »1p) is subject to a dispute between n” and
8. It is the signature of these witnesses that is the referent of nnni »9a.

The parameters of this law are fairly clear, but the reason for the ordinance was the subject of a dispute between na7 and
his student ®11. This dispute occupies our attention during the first significant X2n0.

A tangential consideration that occupies the attention of part of our opening nywn and, subsequently, several passages in
the &y, are the borders of »"R. The reason for this is that the ordinance only applies to 102 brought from 5"n to »"& or
from one area in 9"1n to another — but not to 1?0 sent from one location in "X to another; hence, the Halakhic boundaries
must be presented here. The conclusions reached in this X170 have far-reaching implications, regarding m vym mmn
and other yaxr1 m»5nn n¥n as well as 79nv *27 and several other geographically sensitive areas of law. Since this is the
topic of ‘a2 nwn and that nwn isn’t discussed for several n’a71, we will (as is our wont) skip ‘a n1wn in our first study and
return to it when we get to :1 and it is addressed in the .
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I ’x mwn: general obligation of testifying to onna »1911 an21 1192 (2”021 1702)

a  p'n—if he brings it from > N1 (overseas)
3" — even from 7am op3 (border towns)
R™ —even from DY 993 to MY (D1 993 was “swallowed” up within the border of the Land)
'non — only if he brings from »”nTn or brings from one province to another within »"nn
3"2v7 — even from one hegemony to another (two governments each controlling part of one town)
I reason for decree:

o an o

a 117 -since (outside of Israel), they aren’t expert in ensuring that the va be written nnwb
b 17 -since we have no access to the witnesses (who signed there) to validate their signatures
i split the difference:
1 if two brought it (only na1 would still require the declaration)
2 from one province to another within »”x (only 817 would still require the declaration)
3  within one province in *"nn (only n11 would still require declaration)
¢ challenges
i tonav why shouldn’t we require 2 witnesses as in all testimony?
1 Answer: PMOORL DRI 'R TV
(a) Challenge: that rule only applies where there is no 1998 nptn that the witness is changing
(i) For example: a piece of meat of unknown status, where there is no 17’ npmn
(ii) However: in our case, she has W& nwr nprn, which this (lone) witness is overturning
(iii) And: we maintain that any nnpaw 927 requires 2 witnesses (727::927)
(b) Answer: most 1’7 'na are expert and it is a rabbinic ordinance due to a concern for those few that
aren’t; in order to avoid problems of 1wy, 13271 allowed one witness here
(i) Challenge: this will lead to a severe consequence, as the husband will challenge the v
1. explanation: since we only require 1 witness, the husband may effectively challenge the v3
2. answer: since the n"9w hands the v3 over in front of 2 or 3, he will be careful to ascertain that the
husband really intends to divorce her and won’t recant
ii  to X171 why shouldn’t we require 2 witnesses as with any validation of a signature (m vow ovp)?
1 Answer: PMOORL DRI 'R TV
(a) Challenge: that rule only applies where there is no 199'® npn that the witness is changing
(i) For example: a piece of meat of unknown status, where there is no 1908 npmn
(ii) However: in our case, she has W& nwr nprn, which this (lone) witness is overturning
(iii) And: we maintain that any n11»aw 127 requires 2 witnesses (127::727)
(b) Answer: mvW BYp itself doesn’t really require proper testimony as per 5™'s dictum:
(i) 5”r witnesses signed on to a document are considered (n”nn) to have been confirmed in 7”2
(ii) consideration: in order to avoid problem of 1y, 11321 allowed one witness here
(iii) Challenge: this will lead to a severe consequence, as the husband will challenge the 03
1. explanation: since we only require 1 witness, the husband may effectively challenge the v3
2. answer: since the n"9w hands the v3 over in front of 2 or 3, he will be careful to ascertain that the
husband really intends to divorce her and won’t recant
d  arguments:
i language of declaration — an2 »aa (without "nnwY”) and also nnm 791
1 to X17: no mention of NnWY proves that that isn’t the consideration
(a) defense: if we required 3 words, he may forget one and invalidate (but won't forgot 1 of 2 words)
2 to a7 mention of an a1 proves it isn’t about NvY WP
(a) defense: if we only required nnmi »93, we’d mistakenly allow 1 witness for regular mavw ovp
(i) challenge: no reason to confuse:
1. 80597 m0Y DI, “we recognize”, woman nor party to the case not accepted as witness
2. onns 2292 “191”, woman as well as party to the case (husband) accepted
(ii) answer: if the witness said “I recognize” instead of 1”93, he’d be believed (%17 would have to take
this position)
(iii) therefore: we may confuse this case with Xn5yT n1ow DYp
(iv) therefore: require an21 »191 as well, in order to distinguish between this and &n%7 nvw op
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